Using 85 qualitative interviews collected in three low-income Philadelphia neighborhoods as part of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation's (MDRC) Project
In recent years, policy makers have pushed for community-based approaches to transforming distressed urban communities and addressing poverty (Chaskin, 2001) . Although the notion that local public and nonprofit agencies should primarily dispense aid to the indigent is not new (Katz, 1989 (Katz, , 1996 , policy makers have asked nonprofit social service agencies to take on a larger role in the provision of social and welfare services in disadvantaged communities since the 1996 welfare reform legislation (Boris & Steuerle, 1999; Katz, 2001; Salamon, 1995; Smith & Lipsky, 1993) . Often this push for devolving authority to local levels comes with the hope to "overcome growing public apathy and distrust in the ability of government to play an important and positive role in the daily lives of citizens" (Swindell, 2000, p. 124) .
Frequently immersed in the rhetoric of devolution is the belief that community-based nonprofits are in tune and highly responsive to their local community thus enabling them to serve their clients successfully. Despite the assumption of many policy makers, however, the way that directors of communitybased nonprofits view their neighborhood context, their constituents, and the community's service needs may not coincide with the views of those who reside in the neighborhoods that these nonprofits serve. Differences in viewpoints between these two groups may ultimately affect the actual services that the nonprofits provide as well as the residents' perceptions of the agencies. If major differences in the perceptions of agencies and residents are present, then the underlying assumptions for devolution may indeed need further consideration.
This article takes a comparative look at the issue of neighborhood perception by examining 51 qualitative interviews with administrators of nonprofit social service agencies in three different low-income neighborhoods in Philadelphia. We compare these results to similar interviews with 34 disadvantaged community residents in the same neighborhoods. The primary purpose of our analysis is to ask whether significant similarities or differences exist between these two groups (nonprofit directors and residents) in how they perceive the social context of their immediate urban neighborhood.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Despite considerable recent debate on the ability of nonprofit social service organizations (especially faith-based ones) to adequately meet the needs of impoverished communities, we still lack empirical confirmation that local nonprofit leadership is in touch with neighborhood residents. Some theories on the emergence of nonprofits in the United States, in fact, partially rest on the supposition that nonprofits recognize and are responsive to local demand (Weisbrod, 1986 (Weisbrod, , 1988 , although some research (Gronbjerg & Paarlberg, 2001 ) counters this argument. jobs) across the different neighborhoods, whereas household respondents' views of needs varied across the neighborhoods. Brabson and Himle (1987) examined whether nonprofit actors in rural Michigan shared the same perspective of neighborhood problems and service needs as poor and unemployed residents in their communities. Although both groups saw drug abuse, unemployment, and marital conflicts as the most substantial problems in their neighborhood, the nonprofit community leaders differed significantly from the poor and unemployed in their other perceptions of community problems. The two groups also had differing views on what services organizations should add or expand in their neighborhood, with the poor and unemployed group emphasizing training and education programs and nonprofit directors emphasizing programs that would help decrease perceived family problems. Chen and Marks (1998) surveyed inner-city Akron youth, parents, and community leaders to identify unmet services. The three groups generally agreed on the top five needs of the community, but there was disagreement as to the ranking of these needs. The youth tended to focus upon immediate problems that they had already faced or anticipated facing soon such as career planning, school tutoring, and employment assistance. Parents and community leaders centered on broader problems such as drugs and the lack of African American cultural activities.
Each of the above studies reveals both similarities and differences in how community residents and social service directors discuss aspects of their immediate neighborhood. Such research allows us to begin to develop a framework for understanding how such perceptions might contribute to the degree of legitimacy and authority that communities grant social service agencies. The fact that some studies find more congruence than others suggests that in some local contexts there may be more similarities in perceptions between nonprofit directors and residents and that we need multiple studies in this area.
In this study, we seek to enhance the available literature by examining nonprofit and resident views on their neighborhood in three main areas: neighborhood problems, neighborhood residents, and services needed. In doing so, we provide a recent look at how nonprofit social service agency directors and residents coincide or disagree on their view of their communities in a large, urban locale previously unstudied in this area. In addition, we contribute in a new way by using in-depth qualitative interviews to provide insight into this issue in the words of the respondents themselves. Given the sustained push for devolution, examination of how in touch community-based nonprofit directors (and other local service providers) are with local residents is important. Disagreement between residents and nonprofit directors as to problems and services needed in their neighborhoods may signal that the nonprofits are not fully representing their constituents and are more concerned with staying accountable to upward pulls such as donor concerns. Delgado (2000) stated, "The very nature of funding requires practitioners to play close attention to external forces, even though they are primarily interested in internal, community-based forces" (p. 41). Dissimilar perceptions may strain the ability of these nonprofits to be responsive to the local community in meaningful ways. Ultimately, our research reveals that nonprofit directors have different views of neighborhoods than residents and raises the broader question of who is the actual stakeholder of such social service nonprofits (Mercier, 1997) .
METHOD
This analysis draws data from more than 80 interviews from the institutional and ethnographic components of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation's (MDRC) Project on Devolution and Urban Change (henceforth, Urban Change). In brief, Urban Change is a multileveled study designed to discover how "state and local welfare agencies, poor neighborhoods, and low-income families are affected by the changes to the income support system in response to the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" (Quint et al., 1999, p. 2) . Researchers collected data in at least three different neighborhoods in each of four cities: Philadelphia, Cleveland, Miami, and Los Angeles.
This analysis utilizes data obtained from the three Philadelphia neighborhood sites: Kensington, North Central, and Germantown. The Urban Change team strategically selected the neighborhoods to provide interesting comparisons. Because of the team's desire to examine the impact of welfare reform on very disadvantaged communities, they chose, based on 1990 U.S. Census data, neighborhoods with moderate to high concentrations of poverty (at least 30% of individuals living in poverty) and welfare receipt (at least 20% of families receiving welfare). In addition, they chose two neighborhoods with predominately African American residents (North Central and Germantown) and one with large concentrations of White residents (Kensington). Furthermore, one African American neighborhood (Germantown) and the White neighborhood (Kensington) contained poverty levels that were between 30% and 39%, whereas the other African American neighborhood (North Central) had a poverty level greater than 40% (U.S. Census Bureau, 1990) . The researchers hoped that such a selection of neighborhoods would allow both cross-comparisons between racial groups with a similar socio-economic status and between neighborhoods containing the same race with different socioeconomic statuses.
THE NONPROFIT COMPONENT MDRC set up the institutional component of Urban Change to examine the role of nonprofit agencies in poor, urban neighborhoods and the effect of welfare reform on them. Urban Change researchers chose the nonprofit agencies through a series of exploratory measures beginning with a census list of all of the nonprofit social service agencies and churches in target areas of the three identified neighborhoods.
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The researchers then selected the sample based on systematic criteria with four primary guiding factors. First, the researchers chose agencies that community residents participating in the ethnographic part of the study utilized. Second, the researchers chose agencies to represent a wide variety of services and agency size within the neighborhood. The team attempted to include the following types of services in each of the neighborhoods: church/mission, adult education, employment training, food bank, soup kitchen, local health clinic, homeless shelter, child care and day care, child welfare preventative services, and welfare rights agencies. Third, the researchers intentionally ignored organizations that served individuals that they believed welfare reform would not affect directly such as those providing services to seniors or single men. Fourth, they also tried to select agencies that predominantly served the local community rather than ones that were more citywide in their client base.
For this article, we examine data from interviews with directors at 29 nonprofit agencies in the Philadelphia research site (see Table 1 ). There were 13 agencies in the Kensington sample, 8 in North Central, and 8 in Germantown. The agencies were overwhelmingly local, community-based organizations. Eighty-three percent of the sample served mainly local clients or had programs that served mainly local clients. Most of the agencies were well established in their communities providing services from as few as 7 years to as long as 126 years. The vast majority (80%) was older than 10 years.
The agencies were generally small or mid-sized in terms of their staffing and funding. More than half had less than five full-time paid staff. Staff generally reflected the racial demographic of the communities that they served. All but one of the North Central and Germantown agencies had mainly Black staff. The staff at the Kensington agencies was more diverse, but mainly White individuals staffed 70% of the agencies. Staff at the agencies tended not to be highly professionalized in terms of educational attainment. Most of the staff had achieved a high school education or less at almost 40% of the agencies. Annual agency budgets ranged from less than $10,000 to several million dollars. A third of the agency's annual budgets were less than $100,000, a third between $100,000 and $500,000, and a third greater than $500,000. More than half received money from governmental sources (59%); a third of the sample received more than half of their budgets from governmental sources. Sixtytwo percent received individual donations (a third of the sample relied on individual donations for more than half of their budgets). Forty-five percent of the agencies received some foundation funding, although only 10% relied on this funding for more than half of their budgets. Twenty-eight percent of the sample received corporate funding; none relied on corporate funding for more than half of their revenues.
Because the sampling design focused on creating heterogeneity in the sample, the nonprofit agencies covered a wide spectrum of programmatic activities-in all offering some 180 different services to their communities. Some small agencies offered only one or two programs, whereas some multiservice agencies offered in excess of 30 services to their community. The agencies focused services in a number of domains including youth services, daycare, food assistance, housing counseling, utility assistance, adult education, job training, physical and mental health care, and transitional housing services. The sample included both faith-based (n = 12) and nonfaith-based agencies (n = 17). 4 In this article, we examined data collected from 51 respondents interviewed at the 29 agencies identified above. The interviews were in-depth and semistructured with interviewers conducting multiple interviews at the larger agencies.
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All but 2 of the respondents had upper-level positions at the agencies with most of the respondents (88%) holding the position of executive or program director. The nonprofit respondents were well educated; more than half had received a college degree beyond a bachelor's degree. About three quarters of the respondents were female, and about half were Black. The respondents had been working at their agencies for a relatively long time; about three quarters had worked at the agency for more than 3 years (see Table 2 ).
THE RESIDENT COMPONENT
Interview data from the ethnographic component of Urban Change provides the study with a comparative view of neighborhood perceptions. This component consisted of in-depth interviews and fieldwork with 34 Edin and Lein (1997) , the Urban Change ethnographers gained the resident sample through strategic snowballing. They recruited individual respondents through a variety of means including the posting of flyers throughout the neighborhoods, referrals from other study respondents, and referrals from community-based organizations and community leaders. To qualify for the study, each respondent had to have received cash assistance from welfare when she or he agreed to participate in the study in May 1997. The ethnographers purposefully chose a range of individuals within each community that represented both short-term welfare and long-term welfare experience. The resident interviewees were not necessarily clients of the nonprofit agencies in our comparative sample.
In this article, we report findings from interviews with 13 individuals in Germantown, 13 in Kensington, and 8 in North Central. As previously mentioned, these 34 respondents were disadvantaged, as all were welfare recipients. 6 Because of this focus on welfare recipients, almost all of the respondents were women (94%). More than half had not finished high school. Most were single mothers with more than half having never been married. To provide as much consistency within the neighborhoods as possible and to offer useful comparisons between groups and neighborhoods, all of the respondents in two of the three sites were African American (Germantown and North Central), whereas in the third site they were Caucasian (Kensington). The average age of the respondents was 32 years old, and each respondent had an average of two children in their household receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) (see Table 3 ).
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The residents in our sample, although representative of others in their neighborhoods in terms of their race and educational status, were more economically disadvantaged than other neighborhood residents were. In each of the three neighborhoods, 14% to 20% of the residents were on public assistance in 1999 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000) , whereas all of our residents were on public assistance as of May 1997. Our sample was also slightly more likely to have never been married and less likely to be currently married than were residents of the neighborhoods overall. Therefore, our findings are more likely generalizable to welfare-reliant residents of these neighborhoods than they are to nonwelfare-reliant, male, and/or elderly residents. Despite these limitations, this is an important group of residents to study given that single, welfare-reliant women represented a substantial proportion of those seeking services at the nonprofits in our sample.
THE INTERVIEWS AND ANALYSES
Interviews were conducted in an open-ended, conversational style that elicited in-depth viewpoints from the respondents. Interviews at the nonprofit agencies ranged from 45 minutes to 4 hours in duration, whereas the resident interviews lasted anywhere from 1 to 6 hours in length. Interviewers asked both the nonprofit directors and the community residents about a wide range of issues including descriptions of their neighborhoods, their views of the strengths and weaknesses of their communities, recent changes in the community, perceptions of community residents, and unfilled needs within the neighborhood's social services environs. They also asked the nonprofit directors questions regarding how they would describe political support for their agency and the neighborhood; their links to other agencies; descriptions of their programs, clientele, staffing, and funding; and their plans for the agency. Administrative records and program documents supplemented this interview data wherever possible. Interviewers also asked community residents an assortment of questions related to their relationship with welfare and welfare reform, their work histories, their families, and their survival strategies. The interviews were conducted between the summer of 1997 and 1999.
We coded the interview transcripts according to convention in qualitative data analysis. First, we read the transcripts for text that fit into predetermined topics, or fields. For example, one field was "views of neighborhood residents." Many of these topical fields were deductive in the sense that they reflected the substance of questions posed in the interview guide, or they corresponded with concepts suggested by the literature or past fieldwork experience. However, our approach also allowed for emergent fields-those that were not apparent before interviewing. Incorporating topics and hypotheses that emerge from the data itself is the characteristic of the inductive approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) . If text was relevant to more than one topical field, we coded and entered it into as many fields as applicable. After coding for broader themes, we then derived more detailed codes within each of the initial fields and developed code trees in which codes were linked conceptually. Code trees allow researchers to connect various topical fields visually and analytically therefore elucidating patterns. We analyzed much of the data by hand and transferred codes into QSR NVivo (a qualitative data analysis software), Microsoft Access, and Microsoft Excel for more in-depth analyses.
RESULTS NONPROFIT AGENCIES AND VIEWS OF NEIGHBORHOOD PROBLEMS
Across neighborhoods, when describing their communities, the nonprofit directors identified unemployment and lack of jobs as major problems. A director of a community development agency asserted, "Unemployment is a big problem here. If you drive around you'll see the shells of the factories." The nonprofit directors also considered drugs, education, and housing as significant issues facing the residents of their neighborhoods (see Table 4 ).
Almost all of the nonprofit agency respondents identified issues broadly related to the economy such as the lack of unskilled jobs that pay a livable wage or the inadequacy of public inner-city education. One executive director argued, "Everything is connected with poverty. The infrastructure here has disappeared. The manufacturing jobs have disappeared. The school quality is terrible, and there is little political attention to this problem." Similarly, in Germantown, a pastor of a church who runs a soup kitchen told us, "Most of the people that [we] serve really want to work, but they just can't find a job that will support them."
Although the nonprofit directors mainly identified such issues when describing their neighborhoods, some occasionally named problems centered in individual families, such as family instability (26% of nonprofit respondents), and alluded to a culture of poverty. One Kensington pastor claimed that a major problem for families in the community was childrearing and that "kids are having kids here, and the kids are out of control." One Germantown health clinic director pointed to problems with family structure in her community:
The greatest weakness facing the community is the lack of family structure. Men are not present in the family, and the mothers are rarely strict with their children. The children need more discipline. . . . This contributes to low self-esteem and failure in schools. There are bitter relations in families. It all ends up being a cycle.
If agency directors were in touch with the local community, we expected that the directors in different neighborhoods would describe their neighborhoods differently (because each neighborhood was different on a number of indicators). We examined this by looking at the types of problems the directors as a group in each neighborhood identified. For example, we expected that agency heads in North Central and Germantown, where more than 90% of the population was Black, would hold more similar views with each other than they would with Kensington nonprofit heads, where more than 60% of the population was White (U.S. Census, 2000). We did find that nonprofit directors in Kensington were more concerned about violence and safety issues than were those in the other two neighborhoods; however, besides this fact, nonprofit heads across the three sites described their specific neighborhoods in remarkably analogous ways.
We also examined whether respondents in any one neighborhood were more prolific in voicing problems. We anticipated that nonprofit directors in North Central would cite more problems than either the Kensington or Germantown nonprofit directors. This expectation was based on the fact that North Central was hyper-segregated and extremely poor (poverty rate of 44% at the time of the 2000 census), and research has shown that social problems tend to escalate with higher levels of concentrated poverty and racial segregation (see Massey, 1996; Massey, Gross, & Eggers, 1991; Wilson, 1996) . North Central nonprofit respondents, however, did not cite more problems in their community than Kensington or Germantown heads.
We also looked for differences between agencies based on characteristics such as the type of clients that the agency served. The type of clientele with which agency respondents came in contact on a daily basis was not related to organizational respondents' descriptions of their neighborhoods. We examined the race, age, geographic location, and welfare status of clientele, none of which were related to directors' views of neighborhoods.
In addition, we examined other agency-level characteristics to see if they were related to the nonprofit directors' depictions of neighborhood problems. First, we examined the types of services an agency provided to see if they were related to how the nonprofit directors viewed neighborhood problems. We thought, for example, that directors at agencies that provided employment training might be more apt to see the lack of job skills among residents as a major problem in the area. Although in most cases the nonprofit respondents cited at least one neighborhood problem for which they had an existing related program, no consistent pattern emerged across neighborhoods between the types of problems that nonprofit directors identified and the services agencies provided. Agency age also was not a significant factor in shaping neighborhood perceptions; directors at older agencies held similar neighborhood views as directors at younger agencies. Likewise, respondents at faith-based agencies described neighborhood problems similarly to those at nonfaith-based agencies. Nonprofits' mission statements were not associated 
NOTE:
We purposely did not ask all nonprofit respondents to describe neighborhood problems in an attempt to minimize the length of interviews with individual respondents. We asked questions regarding neighborhood, generally, to one individual at each agency, usually the individual with the highest position at the agency (e.g., executive director or pastor).
with the number or types of problems the nonprofit directors identified either. Interestingly, Kensington agencies' mission statements were the most likely to be explicit about empowering clients (more than 50% in Kensington as compared to less than 10% in the two other neighborhoods). Despite this fact, Kensington nonprofit directors were no more likely than the other directors were to share similar perceptions with residents. However, when we examined the descriptions of neighborhood problems by the level of staff educational attainment (a partial measure of staff professionalization), we found differences. Respondents at agencies with the least educated staff held views of neighborhood problems similar to the neighborhood residents. These nonprofit respondents were much more likely than those at agencies with more highly educated staff to believe that the primary concerns of the neighborhood residents (e.g., crime/stealing and violence/safety) were significant problems in the neighborhood. For example, respondents at 40% of the agencies where more than half of the staff had a high school education or less thought that violence/safety was a critical neighborhood problem; no respondents at the agencies that had at least half of the staff with more than a bachelor's degree identified violence/safety as a critical neighborhood problem.
RESIDENTS AND VIEWS OF NEIGHBORHOOD PROBLEMS
In describing their neighborhoods, resident respondents most frequently identified drug dealing and use, crime (e.g., robbery), violence and safety, slumlords/housing, disorderly youth, and vacant housing as problems (Table  4 ). The residents were more prolific in their listing of community problems than the nonprofit respondents were. These responses (drugs, crime, violence, unruly youth, litter, etc.) affect the day-to-day lives of community residents and therefore are foremost on their minds.
Although we found only one notable cross-site difference in nonprofit directors' responses, there were visible cross-site differences in problems residents identified-a finding similar to the three-neighborhood Chicago hardship study (Hemmens et al., 1986) . Kensington residents were the most prolific in voicing problems with their community. They were especially concerned about violence and safety, more so than Germantown or North Central residents. As noted above, the Kensington nonprofit directors were also the most outspoken about issues of violence and crime. To illustrate why violence and safety concerned them, Kensington residents often related personal stories related to their family's safety. For example, Celena, a White Kensington mother of two girls, recounted the following story:
This neighborhood sucks, it is terrible around here, it is bad. To tell you how bad it is, this summer my daughter almost got shot, my seven year old. . . . This man comes running down the street and I am like "What is going on?" . . . Next thing you know we hear, "Pop, pop, pop!" and I am like, "Oh my God!" . . . Then we looked and here comes another guy running down the street shooting a gun. . . . I threw my daughter to the ground; I jumped on top of her. I am like, "If anybody is going to get shot, I am going to get shot." My husband grabbed my baby and threw her to the ground, nobody moved until the guy passed.
Kensington residents were also different from their Germantown and North Central counterparts in their concerns over parenting (e.g., parents ignoring children) and the family (e.g., teenage pregnancy) with more than a third of Kensington respondents bringing up these types of issues. Sam, a Kensington father raising a stepson, explained, [Kids here are] breaking windows by the time they're 5 or 6 years old . . . playing in the middle of the street, in the middle of the night, at two in the morning. . . . It's totally out of control. The parents are either in a drug haze or they're out gangstering or whatever, you know? They're certainly not watching their kids.
North Central residents recognized the problem of crime most frequently followed closely by drugs. The remainder of problems North Central residents identified varied, but many we associated with social disorder elements (such as litter, noise, and loitering) similar to those other studies report (Geis & Ross, 1998; LaGrange, Ferraro, & Supanic, 1992; Lewis & Maxfield, 1980; Lewis & Salem, 1986; Skogan, 1990) . North Central residents were particularly concerned about drugs' effects on children. Dorothy, a mother of one, explained, [North Central is] full of drugs . . . It's not the best neighborhood to raise a child in . . . because of the environment and what they are subjected to seeing everyday, walking down the street . . . the lifestyle and the people. It's just not good.
The Germantown residents also complained about a number of problems, although not as many as the Kensington and North Central residents. About one third viewed housing problems as a major concern. Compared to the Kensington and North Central residents, the Germantown residents were less likely to criticize the parenting or family values of others in the community and were more likely to cite positive community values. For example, Germantown residents frequently mentioned that the neighborhood was quiet. Andrea, a mother of three, claimed, "You know, honestly, I grew to kind of like it here. I guess it's the neighbors that make it, not so much the neighborhood. It's more of a family street than I thought it would ever be."
NONPROFIT AGENCIES AND VIEWS OF RESIDENTS
Besides analyzing agency directors' views of neighborhood problems, we also examined how they saw the residents of the communities in which they provided services. Overall, the nonprofit respondents spoke positively about community residents and spontaneously talked about them as a neighborhood strength. They often portrayed them as resilient and committed to their neighborhoods. One executive director of a Kensington nonprofit claimed, "There are a lot of long-term residents here. Things happen positively because the people that live here make them happen." Another similarly stated, "There are good people . . . fighting a hard battle to better things." A North Central nonprofit director described the residents as "wonderful people with a good spirit." In the two African American communities (North Central and Germantown) in particular, directors of self-described faith-based agencies held highly positive views of residents and often commented on the residents' ability to survive the conditions in the area.
We coded only a couple of nonprofit directors as having a negative view of community residents. A director of a Germantown food cupboard believed, "A lot [of the residents] are on crack cocaine. There is a lot of despair-people have no jobs or goals." In addition, the program director of a North Central housing agency commented, "You have to watch that people don't take advantage of you around here. Some people who we're trying to help just don't have the right values." Interestingly, the two nonprofit respondents quoted above and who were negative about residents also lived in the community thereby affirming our overall findings.
The directors occasionally provided a dual picture of the residents by saying that some residents were good, whereas others were bad. For example, the food cupboard director quoted above, although generally holding a negative view of residents, did think there were "wonderful children here, though." Despite these occasional comments, nonprofit directors were less likely to provide a dual picture of neighborhood residents than resident respondents were (see below).
RESIDENTS AND THEIR VIEWS OF OTHER NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS
Generally, the resident respondents conveyed a more negative view of their fellow residents than the nonprofit interviewees did. Additionally, there were small neighborhood distinctions in how the residents talked about the other residents in their communities. The Kensington resident respondents, in particular, criticized their fellow residents at more length and with more intensity than either the Germantown or North Central residents did. Kensington residents described people in the community as "trashy," "gossiping," "lazy," "druggies," "beaters," and "dangerous." They also commonly cited problems with people of other races in the neighborhood, which is not surprising given Kensington's history of racial turmoil (Binzen, 1970) . In the predominantly African American North Central and Germantown neighborhoods, respondents rarely mentioned problems with other racial groups in the communities.
Germantown residents, unlike residents in the other two neighborhoods, complained that other residents were stuck up and distrustful. Marcia grumbled that residents of her community "don't have no togetherness. . . . I just think they stuck up, pompous assholes." Christine described the Germantown residents as "two-faced, full of shit, back stabbers, can't trust them." North Central respondents were slightly less negative of other residents than either Germantown or Kensington residents despite the fact that this community was very impoverished.
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Across the neighborhoods, the residents characterized men more negatively than women (remember women comprised 94% of the sample) and teens more negatively than younger children. The nonprofit directors made these kinds of distinctions less often. Anna, a Kensington mother of six, described the men in her neighborhood:
They're either in the drug world, or beating up women . . . hanging in bars. . . . As far as being a man and going out working for their living . . . there's no time for them, really. Because either it turns out that they're beating women, or they're just . . . bums. I haven't seen any man around here yet . . . that fulfills my needs.
North Central residents, in particular, criticized males much more than women; on the whole, they saw women as not getting jobs because of a lack of skills training and men because they were too lazy or wanted to deal drugs. Denise claimed, Men around here don't wanna do nothing themselves. I think it's there for them if they wanna go out and get it, but they don't wanna do that. They're looking for the fast money. . . . Or it's like, on the corner, drinking a 40 and happy and content. Instead of really getting out there and trying to find a job or whatever.
Resident respondents did have some positive things to say about certain types of residents in their communities. In all three neighborhoods, community respondents consistently considered the elderly a valuable asset to the neighborhood. Celeste, a North Central mother of four, described this appreciation of the elderly living around her: "My neighbors are older people and that's why I like my block. . . . I like the older people because they stay to their self and they are in the house. You know, they close their doors at 8:00, and they are going to bed." Overall, our research supports recent urban ethnographies that describe how community residents often differentiate between their neighbors as decent or street families (Anderson, 1999) , two evaluative judgments of status. Decent families are those that emphasize a sense of responsibility with their children and neighbors, whereas street families "often show a lack of consideration for other people and have a rather superficial sense of family and community" (Anderson, 1999, p. 45) . Community residents in our study, although not using this exact language, maintained this same sense of value dichotomy in describing their neighbors.
ADDITIONAL SERVICES
We also asked the nonprofit directors and residents about what services they would like to add in their neighborhood if they could. It is true that the vantage point from which each group answered the question was quite different; it was foreseeable that nonprofit directors could actually add the service they mentioned, whereas residents likely could not. Nevertheless, this question taps into not only what respondents viewed as problems in the community but also their knowledge of what services agencies already provided. As was the case with our other analyses, we found that the nonprofit directors had different views than the residents of what services to add (see Table 5 ).
The top five services nonprofit directors would add were job placement/ job training (45% of directors), youth services (21%), education services (18%), housing services (e.g., housing development, rent and utility assistance, and housing counseling; 15%), and mental or physical health services (15%). Interestingly, the types of services that individual nonprofit respondents identified as wanting to add did not generally match what they considered unmet needs in the community. For example, in Kensington, for respondents at five of the agencies (the largest group), none of the programs they would add or expand matched what they considered unmet needs in the community. Although beyond the scope of this article to examine, clearly, other factors (e.g., available funding or missions) are at work in deciding what services to provide.
We also analyzed the data to assess whether a relationship existed between the services desired and agency-level characteristics (the percentage of TANF clients, level of staff education, types of services provided, age of agency, and faith or secular classification). We found that these agency-level characteristics did not significantly affect which services the respondents wanted to add, although we found a relationship between the educational composition of staff and services respondents would add. Those respondents at agencies with lower staff educational levels were slightly more likely to cite wanting to add youth services. Because this was also a common response among community residents, future studies should more fully investigate the relationship between education and neighborhood perceptions.
When we examined the resident responses, we found that they were almost three times more likely than the nonprofit directors to report that they would add youth services (57% of resident respondents). In fact, youth services was such a dominant answer that the residents mentioned few other services. After youth services, the residents' next most common answer was that they would not add any service (17%), followed by food services (9%) and business services (9%). None of the nonprofit directors mentioned wanting to add a food program, and only 6% mentioned that they would not add any services. Conversely, only 4% of the residents identified job placement and/or training, and the same amount of residents reported they would add educational services. No residents mentioned housing services despite the fact that many had mentioned issues related to housing as problems in the interviews. Only 4% mentioned wanting to add physical or mental health programs.
In part, the difference in these responses is likely because of residents' having a poorer knowledge of what services already exist in the area (Kissane, 2003) , but the divergence also likely reflects a disparity in the groups' priorities. Nonprofit directors were concerned with jobs and education, whereas residents worried about the safety of their children after school.
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
In this article, we have compared how nonprofit directors and poor residents in three low-income Philadelphia neighborhoods view their neighborhoods' problems, other residents, and needed services. Overall, we find that the nonprofit directors and residents differed in their assessments in each of these three areas. The directors saw unemployment/lack of jobs, drugs, and educational issues as the major problems facing their communities; residents emphasized drugs, crime, and violence/safety. Furthermore, despite our interviewing in three different urban neighborhoods, there was more similarity between nonprofit directors across neighborhoods than between directors and residents within the communities they served. Resident responses varied by neighborhood context. The nonprofit directors, in general, were uniformly positive about community residents, whereas residents conveyed a dual picture of the other residents, seeing most in a negative light but some positively. Additionally, the two groups had differing perceptions on what services organizations should add to their neighborhoods; nonprofit directors wanted to add job placement or job training services, and residents focused on adding youth services.
Although we cannot draw empirical conclusions that completely account for the difference in responses that we elicited from the two groups (because this question was not the focus of the research), we do offer three possible explanations. First, perhaps the service providers are aware of the perceptions of the residents, disagree with them, and feel their views are correct. Nonprofit directors may feel that they grasp the larger societal picture that residents do not because of their lack of education and impoverished status. The professional training and education that many directors have may socialize them to have certain views on problems and how to go about solving them (Merton, 1957) . Additionally, this training may socialize service providers to think positively (e.g., from a strengths-based perspective) about social environments and to see poor individuals in a nonstigmatizing way that empowers them. When we examined the data by the level of staff professionalization (measured as educational attainment of staff), we found that respondents at agencies with the least professionalized staff held views of neighborhood problems that were more similar to the neighborhood residents. These nonprofit respondents were much more likely than those with more educated staff to believe that the primary concerns of the residents, crime/stealing, and violence/safety were significant problems in the neighborhood. As nonprofit organizations continue to professionalize their staff, as the current funding and policy environs largely dictate (Alexander, Nank, & Stivers, 1999) , incongruence in perceptions between nonprofits and residents might, in fact, grow.
Second, the nonprofit directors may believe that they are representing the views of all residents when they actually are only representing the views of a small segment of the population (a group we did not interview) or a mythology about resident perceptions. This would be disconcerting, because it would signify both a difference in perception and in awareness of their differing views. If successfully serving community residents means being accountable to their needs and opinions, director knowledge of community perceptions is vital.
A third explanation for the differing perceptions between residents and nonprofits could be that a lag time exists where needs and problems in the neighborhoods are constantly shifting (Hemmens et al., 1986) . If one of the groups is aware of the new community realities and the other group continues to operate within an older, now distinct, reality framework, then difference emerges. In time, this group may recognize the new reality and shift their opinions.
The findings we present in this article raise important questions for researchers interested in the concept of accountability. A nonprofit organization is accountable when it "recognizes that it has made a promise to do something and accepted a moral and legal responsibility to do its best to fulfill that promise" (Brown & Moore, 2001, p. 570) . Part of being accountable may also include facilitating stakeholders' ability to monitor this promise fulfillment and being responsive to stakeholders' expectations and demands (Brown & Moore, 2001 ). More than one third of agency mission statements in our study were explicit in their desire to empower their clients. Although it is not necessarily essential, we assume that to be responsive and empowering nonprofit directors must listen to client needs. Thus, the two groups come to share a similar perspective of the social context and, at the very least, share a similar vision for future program work. We find that the nonprofit directors to whom we talked may not be living up to the latter aspects of accountability if we consider their stakeholders to be disadvantaged individuals residing in their geographic community.
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The nonprofit directors did not share a similar perspective with the community residents on the local neighborhood context or on what services to add.
Specifically, because the problems and unmet needs that the directors identified did not necessarily match up to their current and future program work or to residents' thoughts on needs, it is likely that other stakeholders (e.g., funders) drive programmatic decisions and how directors view problems. Nonprofits, therefore, although not being responsive to their community stakeholders, may be responsible to stakeholders who control their purse strings and on whom they rely to continue providing consistent services. Future researchers should examine how a nonprofit's relationship with funders affects the nonprofit's relationship with community residents and clientele.
Additionally, researchers should examine the social and organizational process by which nonprofit social service agencies obtain, utilize, and stay accountable to the views of community residents. Although we have pointed to differences in views, we do not by any means want to say that social service providers do not utilize community residents' views at all in their program planning, and certainly some organizations heed to resident opinions more so than others. A systematic study of this process could yield some practical results and ultimately help nonprofit directors alter their organizational systems to become more accountable. Furthermore, our study compares neighborhood perceptions between nonprofit directors and residents in very disadvantaged neighborhoods. In addition, our resident respondents were among the most impoverished in these communities. Future research could
